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DETAILED ACTION 



Claims 1-47 have been examined. 



Specification 



Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of the 
disclosure. 

The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single 
paragraph on a separate sheet within the range of 50 to 150 words. It is important that 
the abstract not exceed 150 words in length since the space provided for the abstract 
on the computer tape used by the printer is limited. The form and legal phraseology 
often used in patent claims, such as "means" and "said," should be avoided. The 
abstract should describe the disclosure sufficiently to assist readers in deciding whether 
there is a need for consulting the full patent text for details. 

The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information 
given in the title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, "The 
disclosure concerns," "The disclosure defined by this invention," "The disclosure 
describes," etc. 

The abstract should be one paragraph. 

The lengthy specification has not been checked to the extent necessary to 
determine the presence of all possible minor errors. Applicant's cooperation is 
requested in correcting any errors of which applicant may become aware in the 
specification. 



Claim 15 is objected to because of the following informalities: In the third line of 
claim 15, "a mechanical parts material" seems to be an error for "mechanical parts 
material information". Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Objections 
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Claim 17 is objected to because of the following informalities: In the third line 
"each base" lacks proper antecedent basis. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claims 28-33 are objected to because of the following informalities: In the fourth 
line of claim 28, "parts ;" should be "parts;". Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim 35 is objected to because of the following informalities: In the third line of 
claim 35, "a mechanical parts material" seems to be an error for "mechanical parts 
material information". Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim 37 is objected to because of the following informalities: In the third line 
"each base" lacks proper antecedent basis. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claims 41 -43 are objected to because of the following informalities: A computer- 
readable medium cannot contain steps, although it may contain computer-readable 
instructions for causing a computer to carry out steps. Appropriate correction is 
required. 

Claims 44 and 45 are objected to because of the following informalities: A 
computer-readable medium cannot contain steps, although it may contain computer- 
readable instructions for causing a computer to carry out steps. Appropriate correction 
is required. 

Claims 46 and 47 are objected to because of the following informalities: A 
computer-readable medium cannot contain steps, although it may contain computer- 
readable instructions for causing a computer to carry out steps. Appropriate correction 
is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

ii 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1 and 7 

Claims 1 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C, 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Peterson et al. (U.S. Patent 6,324,522). As per claim 1, Peterson discloses an 
information providing system, comprising: a database storing price information about 
objects at a plurality of bases (column 13, line 42, through column 14, line 16; column 
15, lines 16-57, especially line 55 for price information); and display control means for 
displaying price information about the objects at said plurality of bases stored in said 
database on display means (column 13, line 42, through column 14, line 16; column 15, 
lines 16-57; column 22, lines 15-47). 

As per claim 7, Peterson discloses that the display control can further display 
cost cutting information (column 15, line 58, through column 16, line 3). 
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Claim 8 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Peterson et 
al. (U.S. Patent 6,324,522). Peterson discloses a database storing parts information 
(column 13, line 42, through column 14, line 16; column 15, lines 16-57); specifying 
means for specifying parts (column 15, lines 16-57); and control means for displaying 
the parts information corresponding to the parts specified by said specifying means after 
searching said database for the information (column 15, lines 16-57; column 22, lines 
15-47). 

Claims 14, 16, 18, and 20 

Claims 14, 16, 18, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Leal et al. (U.S. Patent 5,311,437). As per claim 14, Leal discloses an 
information providing system, comprising: a database storing material information 
(Figures 1 and 2; column 3, line 46, through column 4, line 37); specifying means for 
specifying material (column 4, lines 32-37 and 57-64; column 5, line 66, through column 
6, line 54), and control means for displaying material information corresponding to the 
material specified by said specifying means after searching said database for the 
information (column 4, line 65, through column 5, line 8; column 6, lines 17-54). 

As per claim 16, Leal discloses that said databases stores amount-of-money 
information and/or unit price information about materials (column 4, line 65, through 
column 5, line 6). 

As per claim 18, Leal discloses that said database stores weight information 
about materials (column 4, line 65, through column 5, line 6). 
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As per claim 20, Leal discloses that said database stores at least one of 
specification information, approved color information, and environment information 
about materials (column 5, lines 23-65; column 6, lines 23-47). 

Claims 21 and 27 

Claims 21 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Peterson et al. (U.S. Patent 6,324,522). Claims 21 and 27 are closely parallel to claims 
1 and 7, respectively, and anticipated by Peterson for essentially the reasons set forth 
above with regard to claims 1 and 7. 

Claim 28 

Claim 28 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Peterson et 
al. (U.S. Patent 6,324,522). Claim 28 is closely parallel to claim 8, and anticipated by 
Peterson for essentially the reasons set forth above with regard to claim 8. 

Claims 34, 36, 38, and 40 

Claims 34, 36, 38, and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Leal et al. (U.S. Patent 5,31 1 ,437). Claims 34, 36, 38, and 40 are closely 
parallel to claims 14, 16, 18, and 20, respectively, and anticipated by Leal for essentially 
the reasons set forth above with regard to claims 14, 16, 18, and 20. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) wliich forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, If the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill In the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the Invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35' U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a). 

Claims 2-6 

Claims 2, 3, 4, and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Peterson et al. (U.S. Patent 6,324,522) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in 
view of Kojima et al. (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2003/0078862). As per claim 
2, Peterson arguably does not expressly disclose that said display control means 
displays unit price information about the objects at said plurality of bases, although 
Peterson discloses displaying the price of the item for each owner having a part for sale 
(column 15, lines 49-57), but Kojima teaches displaying unit price information about 
objects (Figure 46; paragraph 170). Hence, it would have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the art of electronic connnnerce to have the display control nneans display 
unit price infornnation about the objects at said plurality of bases, for the obvious 
advantage of enabling potential purchasers to compare unit prices, often an important 
factor in deciding where to make purchases. 

As per claim 3, Peterson does not expressly disclose that said display control 
means displays the unit price information about the objects at the plurality of bases, and 
a total quantity and/or a total amount of money, but Kojima teaches displaying unit price 
information about objects and a total quantity and total amount of money (Figure 46; 
paragraph 170). Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of 
electronic commerce to have the display control means display unit price information 
about the objects at said plurality of bases and/or total amount of money, for the 
obvious advantage of enabling potential purchasers to compare unit prices, often an 
important factor in deciding where to make purchases, and track total prices, important 
in authorizing purchases, keeping financial records, etc. 

As per claim 4, Peterson does not expressly disclose that said display control 
means displays an amount of money based on a present currency of the bases 
(although the prices disclosed by Peterson would presumably be in a present currency 
of the bases), but Kojima teaches displaying an amount of money based on a present 
currency of a seller (Figures 17 and 46; paragraphs 100 and 170). Hence, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce to display 
an amount of money based on a present currency of the bases, for the obvious 
advantage of informing potential purchasers of how much desired parts cost. 
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As per claim 6, Peterson discloses displaying the price of the item for each owner 
having a part for sale (column 5, lines 49-57), implying the display of difference in unit 
prices among the plurality of owners/bases if the prices are different, as in general they 
would be. 

Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Peterson 
and Kojima as applied to claim 4 above, and further in view of the McKendrick, 
"ResQINet.com Gives 5250 a Complete Makeover." Peterson does not disclose that 
said display control means further displays an exchange rate, but McKendrick teaches 
displaying an exchange rate (paragraph beginning "Version 3.2 of the product"). Hence, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at 
the time of applicant's invention to display an exchange rate, for the obvious advantage 
of enabling a potential purchaser to determine the cost of a desired object offered by a 
particular seller in the currency of concern to the potential purchaser. 

Claims 9-13 

Claims 9 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Peterson et al. (U.S. Patent 6,324,522) as applied to claim 8 above, and further in view 
of Kuribayashi et al. (U.S. Patent 6,334,1 15). As per claim 9, Peterson does not 
expressly disclose that said database stores electronic parts information and/or 
mechanical parts information, but Kuribayashi teaches storing electronic parts 
information (column 1, lines 5-34, etc.). Hence, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention to 
have the database store electronic parts information and/or mechanical parts 
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information, for the obvious advantage of providing information about, and making sales 
of, parts of a well-known and common kind. 

As per claim '10, Peterson does not expressly disclose that said database stores 
at least one of catalog image information, specification information, quality approval 
information, and unit price information (although the price information in Peterson could 
be considered unit price information, and other information about parts could be 
considered specification information), but Kuribayashi teaches storing catalog image 
information (Abstract; column 2, lines 23-40; Figures 27 28, 29, 30, and 31). Hence, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the 
time of applicant's invention to have said database store at least one of catalog image 
information, specification information, quality approval information, and unit price 
information, for at least the stated advantage of assisting a purchaser in determining 
whether and how parts can be mounted in combination with other parts. 

Claim 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Peterson et al. (U.S. Patent 6,324,522) as applied to claim 8 above, and further in view 
of Harris (U.S. Patent 6,304,854). Peterson does not expressly disclose that said 
database stores information about substitutable parts, but Harris teaches a database 
which stores information about substitutable parts (column 2, line 57, through column 4, 
line 22). Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of 
electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention to have the database store 
information about substitutable parts, for the stated advantage (see Harris, column 1, 
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line 62, through column 2, line 53) of assisting consumers in purchasing comparable 
products at lower prices. 

Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Peterson et al. (U.S. Patent 6,324,522) as applied to claim 8 above, and further in view 
of Lynch et al. (U.S,^ Patent Application Publication 2002/0035463). Peterson's 
database can be described as storing product and parts information (column 13, line 42, 
through column 14, line 16; column 15, lines 16-57; etc.), but Peterson does not 
disclose that said control means displays information about a product for which the 
parts specified by said specifying are used after searching said database for the 
information. However, Lynch teaches displaying information about a product for which 
specified parts are used (paragraphs 27-29, 163-165, and 183). Hence, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the time of 
applicant's invention to have said control means display information about a product for 
which the parts specified by said specifying are used after searching said database for 
the information, for the stated advantage of assisting purchasers in determining the cost 
of such a product, and the obvious advantage of assisting consumers in learning about 
the capacities and appearance of such a product. 

Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Peterson et al. (U.S. Patent 6,324,522) as applied to claim 8 above, and further in view 
of Dunphy et al. (U.S. Patent 6,484,182). Peterson does not disclose that said 
database stores information about environment of parts, but Dunphy teaches including 
information about the environment of parts in a database (column 9, lines 31-41). 
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Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic 
commerce at the time of applicant's invention to have the database store information 
about environment of parts, for the obvious advantages of assisting potential 
purchasers in selecting parts which will function in a given environment, and alerting 
potential purchasers to which environments parts can be expected to function as 
described in. 

Claims 15, 17, and 19 

Claims 15 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Leal et al. (U.S. Patent 5,311,437) as applied to claim 14 above, and further in 
view of Sebastian (U.S. Patent 5,552,995). As per claim 15, Leal does not expressly 
disclose that said database stores resin material information and/or a mechanical parts 
material (mechanical parts material information?), but Sebastian teaches a database 
storing resin material information (column 16, lines 30-36). Hence, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the time of 
applicant's invention to have the database store resin material information and/or a 
mechanical parts material, for at least the obvious advantage of providing relevant 
information about resins, an important class of materials. 

As per claim 19, Leal discloses a database storing material information, but not 



exactly product information, and does not disclose that said control means displays 
information about the products in which the materials specified by said specifying are 
used after searching said database for the information. However, Sebastian discloses a 
database storing material information and product information (e.g., column 4, lines 36- 
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57; column 19, lines 57-67); and discloses displaying information about products in 
which the specified materials are used after searching said database for the information 
(column 5, line 48, through column 6, line 34; column 15, lines 9-31; column 16, lines 
13-36; column 22, line 18, through column 23, line 30; claims 32 and 33). 

Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Leal et 
al. (U.S. Patent 5,31 1 ,437) as applied to claim 1 6 above, and further in view of Peterson 
et al. (U.S. Patent 6,324,522). Leal does not expressly disclose that said amount-of- 
money information and/or unit price information are stored for each base, but Peterson 
teaches displaying the price of an item for each owner having an item of a given type for 
sale (column 15, lines 49-57). Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art of electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention to have said 
amount-of-money information and/or unit price information stored for each base, for the 
obvious advantage of enabling potential purchasers to buy from the cheapest source. 



Claims 22-26 

Claims 22, 23, 24, and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Peterson et al. (U.S. Patent 6,324,522) as applied to claim 21 above, 
and further in view of Kojinna et al. (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2003/0078862); 
and in the case of claim 25, also in view of McKendrick. Claims 22-26 are closely 
parallel to claims 2-6, respectively, and rejected on essentially the same grounds. 
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Claims 29-33 

Claims 29, 30, 31, 32, and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Peterson et al. (U.S. Patent 6,324,522) as applied to claim 28 above, 
and further in view of Kuribayashi et al. (U.S. Patent 6,334,1 15) as per claims 29 and 
30; and further in view of Harris (U.S. Patent 6,304,854) as per claim 31 ; and further in 
view of Lynch et al. (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2002/0035463) as per claim 32; 
and further in view of Dunphy et al. (U.S. Patent 6,484,182) as per claim 33. Claims 29- 
33 are closely parallel to claims 9-13 respectively, and rejected on essentially the same 
grounds. 

Claims 35, 37, and 39 

Claims 35, 37, and 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Leal et al. (U.S. Patent 5,31 1,437) as applied to claims 34 and 36 (for 
claim 37) above, and further in view of Sebastian (U.S. Patent 5,552,995) as per claims 
35 and 39; and further in view of Peterson et al. (U.S. Patent 6,324,522) as per claim 
37. Claims 35, 37, and 39 are closely parallel to claims 15, 17, and 19, respectively, 
and rejected on essentially the same grounds. 

Claims 41-43 

Claim 41 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Peterson et al. (U.S-. Patent 6,324,522) as applied to claim 1 above and further in view 
of official notice. Claims 42 and 43 are rejected as being unpatentable over Peterson et 
al. (U.S. Patent 6,324,522) and official notice, and further in view of Kojima et al. (U.S. 
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Patent Application Publication 2003/0078862) as applied to claims 2 and 3 above. 
Claims 41, 42, and 43 are essentially parallel to claims 1 , 2, and 3, respectively; 
Peterson does not disclose a computer-readable medium storing instructions for 
carrying out the recited steps, but official notice is taken that computer-readable media 
storing instructions are well known. Hence, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention to 
store instructions for carrying out the steps of claims 41, 42, and 43 on a computer- 
readable medium, for the obvious advantage of enabling a computer to carry out the 
method. 

Claims 44 and 45 

Claim 44 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Peterson et al. (U.S. Patent 6,324,522) as applied to claim 8 above and further in view 
of official notice. Claim 45 is rejected as being unpatentable over Peterson et al. (U.S. 
Patent 6,324,522) and official notice, and further in view of Lynch et al. (U.S. Patent 
Application Publication 2002/0035463) as applied to claim 12 above. Claims 44 and 45 
are essentially parallel to claims 8 and 12, respectively; Peterson does not disclose a 
computer-readable medium storing instructions for carrying out the recited steps, but 
official notice is taken that computer-readable media storing instructions are well 
known. Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of 
electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention to store instructions for carrying 
out the steps of claims 44 and 45 on a computer-readable medium, for the obvious 
advantage of enabling a computer to carry out the method. 



Application/Control Number: 09/781,886 Page 16 

Art Unit: 3625 

Claims 46 and 47 

Claim 46 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Leal et 
al. (U.S. Patent 5,31 1 ,437) as applied to claim 14 above and further in view of official 
notice. Claim 45 is rejected as being unpatentable over Leal et al. (U.S. Patent 
5,31 1 ,437) and official notice, and further in view of Sebastian (U.S. Patent 5,552,995) 
as applied to claim 19 above. Claims 46 and 47 are essentially parallel to claims 14 
and 19, respectively; Leal does not disclose a computer-readable medium storing 
instructions for carrying out the recited steps, but official notice is taken that computer- 
readable media storing instructions are well known. Hence, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the time of applicant's 
invention to store instructions for carrying out the steps of claims 46 and 47 on a 
computer-readable medium, for the obvious advantage of enabling a computer to carry 
out the method. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Kusaba et al. (U.S. Patent 5,321,804) disclose a chemical data 
handling system. Reuhl et al. (U.S. Patent 5,873,069) disclose a system and method 
for automatic updating and display of retail prices. O'Neill et al. (U.S. Patent 6,219,653) 
disclose a freight calculation system and method of operation. Mitchell et al. (U.S. 
Patent 6,574,672) disclose a system, apparatus, and method for providing a portable 
customizable maintenance support computer communications system. 



Application/Control Number: 09/781 ,886 



Page 1 7 



Art Unit: 3625 

The anonymous article, "Consumer Internet Shopping Hits Globetrotting Stride 
with 'Shopping Explorer,'" discloses updating exchange rates for prices. The 
anonymous article, "Taylor Stuart Financial Initiates Coverage on Pro Net Link with a 
Strong Buy," discloses data on exchange rates in the context of a catalog/product 
display. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nicholas D. Rosen whose telephone number is 703- 
305-0753. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 AM - 5:00 PM, M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wynn Coggins can be reached on 703-308-1344. (Wynn Coggins is 
currently on assignment elsewhere in the Patent Office; the examiner's acting 
supervisor, Jeffrey Smith, can be reached at 703-308-3588.) The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
Non-official/draft communications can be faxed to the examiner at 703-746-5574. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

NICHOLAS DlROSEN 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 

March 20, 2004 



